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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: in figure 5 - 102, 108 and 123. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance 
with 37 CFR 1 .121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the reference 
character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply 
to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement 
drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version 
of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted 
after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are 
not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tlie invention, and of the manner and process of 

making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 7, 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 



to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
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was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

Regarding claim 7, the specification does not disclose how the "boundary 
locating routine" is used to determine objects as there is no indication as to how the 
boundary locating routing functions. 

Regarding claim 16, the specification does not provide details as to how 
"gradient formation" would be used in conjunction with the physical quantities, or what 
benefit it would serve. It is also unclear as to what "gradient formation" means in this 
context as no description of the process is provided. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 

Regarding claim 20, the "acquisition unit" as claimed is not found in the 
specification with detail. There is no reference as to what the acquisition unit comprises 
or how it operates. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claims 10, 21, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 10, the claim recites the limitation of "the lightness" however it 
is unclear as to what this refers to as the lightness has not been previously disclosed 
and does not correspond to a specific element of the claim. 

Regarding claim 21, the limitation of "the measuring surface" lacks antecedent 
basis as it has not been previously disclosed in the claims. 

Regarding claim 24, the limitations of "the frequency of individual object types" 
and "the different object types" lack antecedent basis as the "object types" and their 
identification has not been previously disclosed. Claim 1 discloses detecting an object 
but does not disclose identifying different object types. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an International application filed under the treaty defined In section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty In the English language. 
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Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 17, 18, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Oosterling US Patent 6,578,516 B1 (hereinafter 
referred to as Oosterling). 

Regarding claim 1, Oosterling discloses a method and apparatus for determining 
milk quality during the milking process wherein a sample is filtered through filter 7 and 
examined via camera 6 to detect at least one object such as blood or flakes based on 
an object recognition rule of analyzing the filter for any potential hazardous objects 
(column 2). 

Regarding claim 2, the filter of Oosterling is used to extract at least one object 
from the milk as claimed. 

Regarding claim 8, column 2 of Oosterling describes specifying one parameter 
for detection such as color in contrast to the color of the filter. 

Regarding claim 9, the parameter is captured optically via camera means 6. 

Regarding claim 10, the parameter identified by Oosterling is derived by the 
lightness in contrast to the dark filter as described in column 2. 

Regarding claim 12, the contrast of the contamination caught on the filter in 
relation to the color of the filter is used to determine if a problem exists as described in 
column 2. Further, the use of a UV or IR light to increase the contrast between the two 
is described in column 3. 

Regarding claim 13, the color of the contamination (i.e. blood) is used to 
determine contamination in the apparatus of Oosterling. 
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Regarding claim 17, Oosterling describes using a limit value to determine 
contamination of a sample, which reads on the characteristic value as claimed. 

Regarding claim 18, the light 5 of Oosterling is used to help identify the 
parameters which are to be detected as claimed. 

Regarding claim 21, Oosterling discloses a buffer chamber 15 which is used to 
hold a predetermined amount of milk and comprises a filter 9 on which a film is formed 
when contamination is present. 

Regarding claim 22, the objects are "isolated out of the sample" in Oosterling by 
filter 9 which prevents their passage. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3-7, 11, 14-16, 19, 20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Oosterling. 

Regarding claim 3 and 5, the disclosure of Oosterling describes situations in 
which the chamber overflows with bubbles in column 3 and the actions taken to control 
such an occurrence. When seen through the camera, it would have been able to tell the 
difference between a potential blood particle object and a bubble "non-particle object" 
as claimed. Thus, a distinction could easily be made. 
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Regarding claim 4, one of ordinary sl^ill in the art would be able to tell the 
difference between a biological particle such as blood and a mineral particle such as 
metal shavings from the machine simply by viewing the filter and any particulate caught 
in it. 

Regarding claim 6, the apparatus of Oosterling identifies a portion of interest 
when there appears a contamination in the system such as blood on the filter. When 
identifying such an object, a characteristic such as color is identified as claimed. 

Regarding claim 7, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would 
be able to take the image of the filter as described in Oosterling and perform a 
"boundary locating routine" by viewing the image and determining based on the 
boundaries of any contamination, what the contamination is and its extent. As 
discussed in column 3, the milk is to be classified based on its quality and thus any 
visible problems seen would be beneficial for such classification. 

Regarding claim 11, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would 
be able to take the image of the filter as described in Oosterling derive from the 
entrapped particles a parameter based on the "outer contour of an object" as claimed. 
For example, viewing the filter could produce an image of a hair which would be 
identified by its shape and outer contour. 

Regarding claim 14, Oosterling describes using both color and contrast to 
determine whether contamination is present or not in the milk under test. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have used both 
at the same time to determine whether an object such as blood was present or not. 
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Regarding claim 15, as witli tine rejection of claim 14, two parameters are 
determined in the metliod of Oosterling. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to have used these parameters to determine what 
object was caught in the filter, including using fuzzy logic. For example: if the color of 
the object is A and the contrast is B, then the object is C. 

Regarding claim 16, the apparatus and method of Oosterling teaches analyzing 
the filter element with camera 6 to determine the quality of the milk. Elements such as 
Hue and intensity would be present in such analysis and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would be able to apply a "gradient formation" to the results as this is seen as a simple 
data manipulation. 

Regarding claim 19, column 3 of Oosterling describes using the analysis method 
for removal or separation of milk samples. If the quality is determined to be below an 
acceptable limit, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to have discarded the sample or removed it from the marketable milk as it 
could cause potential health problems. 

Regarding claim 20, Oosterling describes a method in which a predetermined 
amount of milk is routed into a measuring chamber 15 which has an acquisition unit 6, 
part of the liquid phase of the milk is drained out through drain 16 as it passes though 
and at least a portion of the measuring chamber is captured by acquisition unit 6 for 
analysis. 
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Regarding claim 23, as tine objects sucli as blood are collected in the filter of 
Oosterling, the frequency of the individual objects is determined since the system is 
operating over time. 

Regarding claim 24, column 1 of Oosterling describes determining the quality of 
the milk being processed and stored in different containers. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have classified the different 
storage tanks based on the amount of contamination or the frequency of the object 
types found in each sample. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARK SHABMAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3263. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am - 4:30pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hezron Williams can be reached on (571 ) 272-2208. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tine status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. S./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2856 
/Hezron Williams/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2856 



